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FINAL ACTION 

1 . Amendment D, received on 14 January 2010, has been entered into the record. 

2. Claims 1,3-11, and 15 are presented for examination. 

Response to Arguments 

3. Applicant's arguments filed 14 January 2010 have been fully considered but they 
are not persuasive. 

As to claim 1 , it is argued by the applicant that Davis does not disclose 
calculating a separate hash for each time frame. The examiner respectfully disagrees. 
Davis discloses that one of the most popular compression techniques involves breaking 
an image into components and transmitting the components (i.e. frames) sequentially 
(col. 1 , lines 20-22) and that an "image frame" is defined as information digitized into 
binary data acquired for transmission as video, audio or text (col. 2, lines 46-48). Given 
that Davis does not define an "image frame" of being of a certain length and since it is 
well known that frame sizes can vary in terms of time (i.e. 1/24, 1/25, or 1/30 of a 
second), an image frame may be of any time length. Further, since the compression 
described in Davis involves breaking up data such as an image into sequential 
components and processing each component sequentially, each of these components 
may also be of varying lengths. Therefore, when Davis discloses that each section is 
hashed to create unique digests that are concatenated for each image frame, this 
process would also be applicable to the other sequential frames as created in the 
compression process (col. 6, lines 32-35), thus creating a hash for each frame. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

4. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

5. Claims 1, 3-6, 8, 11, and 15 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Iverson et al. (US Patent 5,852,664 and Iverson hereinafter) in view 
of Hampapur et al. (US 2001/0003468 A1 and Hampapur hereinafter) and further in 
view of Davis (US Patent 5,907,619). 

As to claims 1,11, and 1 5, Iverson discloses a system and method for decoding access 
control for encoded multimedia signals, the system and method having: 

receiving a bit-stream comprising a compressed multimedia signal 
(col. 4, lines 45-47,49-52); 
Iverson fails to specifically disclose: 

selectively reading from the bit-stream predetermined parameters in 
a plurality of time frames, wherein said predetermined parameters relate to 
perceptual information of the multimedia signal; 

calculating a separate hash word from said parameters for each time 

frame; 

deriving a hash function by a concatenation of the hash words. 
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Nonetheless, these features are well known in the art and would have been an obvious 
modification of the teachings disclosed by Iverson, as taught by Hampapur. 
Hampapur discloses a system and method for detecting scene changes in a digital 
video stream, the system and method having: 

selectively reading (i.e. extracting) from the bit-stream predetermined 
parameters (i.e. metadata) in a plurality of time frames, wherein said 
predetermined parameters relate to perceptual information (i.e. visual 
representation) of the multimedia signal (0006, lines 6-8; 0040, lines 2-7). 
Given the teaching of Hampapur, a person having ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
the invention would have readily recognized the desirability and advantages of 
modifying the teachings of Iverson with the teachings of Hampapur by reading 
information that is related to perceptual data. Hampapur recites motivation by 
disclosing that automatically selecting representative data would reduce labor (0006, 
lines 4-6). It is obvious that the teachings of Hampapur would have improved the 
teachings of Iverson by reading information related to perceptual information in order to 
reduce labor. 

Iverson in view of Hampapur fails to specifically disclose: 

calculating a separate hash word from said parameters for each time 

frame; 

deriving a hash function by a concatenation of the hash words. 
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Nonetheless, these features are well known in the art and would have been an obvious 
modification of the teachings disclosed by Iverson in view of Hampapur, as taught by 
Davis. 

Davis discloses a system and method for compressing and digitally signing compressed 
video data, the system and method having: 

calculating a separate hash word from said parameters for each time 
frame (col. 6, lines 32-33); 

deriving a hash function by a concatenation of the hash words (col. 
6, lines 33-35). 

Given the teaching of Davis, a person having ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention would have readily recognized the desirability and advantages of modifying 
the teachings of Iverson in view of Hampapur with the teachings of Davis by generating 
concatenated hashes. Davis recites motivation by disclosing that providing 
concatenated data of a divided and hashed image allows for the receiving device to 
authenticate the data before the entire image has been received (col. 2, lines 8-12). It is 
obvious that the teachings of Davis would have improved the teachings of Iverson in 
view of Hampapur by concatenating hashes in order to allow a receiver to authenticate 
a received portion of data without receiving the entire data. 

As to claim 3, Iverson discloses: 

where the multimedia signal comprises at least one of an audio 
signal, a video signal and an image signal (col. 9, lines 26-31). 
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As to claim 4, Iverson discloses: 

where the multimedia signal has been compressed using at least one 
of transform encoding, subband encoding and parametric encoding (col. 6, 
lines 28-35). 

As to claim 5, Iverson fails to specifically disclose: 

where the predetermined parameters relate to at least one of the 
energies of frequency bands; the amplitudes of frequency bands; the 
tonality of frequency bands; the luminance of an area of a video signal; and 
the chrominance of an area of a video signal. 
Nonetheless, this feature is well known in the art and would have been an obvious 
modification of the teachings disclosed by Iverson, as taught by Hampapur. 
Hampapur discloses: 

where the predetermined parameters relate to at least one of the 
energies of frequency bands; the amplitudes of frequency bands; the 
tonality of frequency bands; the luminance of an area of a video signal; and 
the chrominance of an area of a video signal (0069, lines 3-7). 
Given the teaching of Hampapur, a person having ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
the invention would have readily recognized the desirability and advantages of 
modifying the teachings of Iverson with the teachings of Hampapur by using data 
related to the chrominance of an area. Hampapur recites motivation by disclosing that 
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measuring chrominance distance can be used to determine the difference between 
frames (0069, lines 1 -3). It is obvious that the teachings of Hampapur would have 
improved the teachings of Iverson by using data related to chrominance in order to 
determine the difference between data frames. 



As to claim 6, Iverson discloses: 

analyzing the received bit-stream in order to determine the decoding 
scheme used to compress the multimedia signal (col. 6, lines 38-42). 



As to claim 8, Iverson discloses: 

reading the located predetermined parameters (col. 3, lines 27-29); 
decoding the predetermined parameter using the decoder 
description (col. 7, lines 51-53). 



6. Claim 7 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Iverson in 
view of Hampapur and Davis as applied to claim 6 above, and further in view of 
Makiyama et al. (US Patent 6,687,409 B1 and Makiyama hereinafter). 
As to claim 7, Iverson in view of Hampapur and Davis fails to specifically disclose: 

wherein said analyzing step comprises comparing the properties of 

the bit-stream with a database containing properties of a number of coding 

schemes. 
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Nonetheless, this feature is well known in the art and would have been an obvious 
modification of the teachings disclosed by Iverson in view of Hampapur and Davis, as 
taught by Makiyama. 

Makiyama discloses a system and method for decoding using tool information for 
constructing a decoding algorithm, the system and method having: 

wherein said analyzing step comprises comparing the properties of 
the bit-stream with a database containing properties of a number of coding 
schemes (col. 2, lines 14-22; col. 4, lines 47-50; col. 12, lines 5-7). 
Given the teaching of Makiyama, a person having ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
the invention would have readily recognized the desirability and advantages of 
modifying the teachings of Iverson in view of Hampapur and Davis with the teachings of 
Makiyama by comparing data with coding schemes in a database. Makiyama recites 
motivation by disclosing that being able to select the coding scheme based on input 
data allows performing a coding process in conformity with the determined coding 
scheme (col. 1 2, lines 8-1 1 ). It is obvious that the teachings of Makiyama would have 
improved the teachings of Iverson in view of Hampapur and Davis by comparing input 
data with coding scheme data in a database in order to allow selection of an appropriate 
coding scheme. 

7. Claim 9 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Iverson in 
view of Hampapur and Davis as applied to claim 1 above, and further in view of Krapp 
et al. (US 2002/0169934 A1 and Krapp hereinafter). 
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As to claim 9, Iverson in view of Hampapur and Davis fails to specifically disclose: 

where the predetermined parameters relate to a first set of frequency 
bands and wherein the step of deriving the hash function comprises 
deriving estimates of values of spectral information present in a second set 
of frequency bands from the predetermined parameters, the hash function 
subsequently being calculated from the estimated value. 

Nonetheless, this feature is well known in the art and would have been an obvious 

modification of the teachings disclosed by Iverson in view of Hampapur and Davis, as 

taught by Krapp. 

Krapp discloses a system and method for eliminating data redundancies, the system 
and method having: 

where the predetermined parameters relate to a first set of frequency 
bands and wherein the step of deriving the hash function comprises 
deriving estimates of values of spectral information present in a second set 
of frequency bands from the predetermined parameters, the hash function 
subsequently being calculated from the estimated value (0064, lines 4-14). 
Given the teaching of Krapp, a person having ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention would have readily recognized the desirability and advantages of modifying 
the teachings of Iverson in view of Hampapur and Davis with the teachings of Krapp by 
calculating a hash function based on spectral information. Krapp recites motivation by 
disclosing that any suitable data block identifier can be calculated in order to ensure 
accuracy of transmitted data (0063, lines 1-5; 0064, lines 1-2). It is obvious that the 
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teachings of Krapp would have improved the teachings of Iverson in view of Hampapur 
and Davis by calculating a hash based on spectral information in order to ensure the 
accuracy of transmitted data. 

8. Claim 10 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Iverson 
in view of Hampapur and Davis as applied to claim 1 above, and further in view of 
Levine (US Patent 6,266,644 B1). 

As to claim 10, Iverson in view of Hampapur and Davis fails to specifically disclose: 
where the multimedia signal is compressed using a parametric 
encoding scheme and where the predetermined parameters relate to at 
least one of the sinusoidal components, the noise components and the 
transient components utilized within the parametric scheme. 

Nonetheless, this feature is well known in the art and would have been an obvious 

modification of the teachings disclosed by Iverson in view of Hampapur and Davis, as 

taught by Levine. 

Levine discloses a system and method for audio encoding, the system and method 
having: 

where the multimedia signal is compressed using a parametric 
encoding scheme and where the predetermined parameters relate to at 
least one of the sinusoidal components, the noise components and the 
transient components utilized within the parametric scheme (col. 1, lines 11- 
20; col. 2, lines 15-16, 29-31). 
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Given the teaching of Levine, a person having ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention would have readily recognized the desirability and advantages of modifying 
the teachings of Iverson in view of Hampapur and Davis with the teachings of Levine by 
compressing a signal according to an encoding scheme based on sinusoidal 
components. Levine recites motivation by disclosing that minimizing the amount of 
encoded data preserves available storage, throughput, and bandwidth for other uses 
(col. 1 , lines 30-32). It is obvious that the teachings of Levine would have improved the 
teachings of Iverson in view of Hampapur and Davis by compressing a signal according 
to an encoding scheme in order to preserve resources. 



Conclusion 

9. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 
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Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Sarah Su whose telephone number is (571) 270-3835. 
The examiner can normally be reached on Monday through Friday 7:30AM-5:00PM 
EST.. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, William Korzuch can be reached on (571) 272-7589. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/William R. Korzuch/ /Sarah Su/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 2431 Examiner, Art Unit 2431 



